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plicit logic, one that no program of social justice can or should 
eliminate; that because the male use of women originates in the 
distinct and opposite natures of each which converge in what is 
called “sex,” women are not abused when used as women—but 
merely used for what they are by men as men. It is admitted that 
there are excesses of male sadism—committed by deranged indi- 
viduals, for instance—But}in\igeneralithelimassive| degradation of 
women is not seen to violate the nature of women as such, For 
instance, a man’s nature would be violated if anyone forcibly pene- 
trated his body. A woman’s nature is not violated by the same 
event, even though she may have been hurt. A man’s nature would 
not provoke anyone to forcibly penetrate his body. A woman's na- 
ture does provoke such penetration—and even injury is no proof 
that she did not want the penetration or even the injury itself, since 
it is her nature as a woman to desire being forcibly penetrated and 
forcibly hurt. Conservatively estimated, in the United States a 
woman is raped every three minutes, and in each and every rape 
the woman’s nature is at issue first and foremost, not the man’s act. 
Certainly there is no social or legal recognition that rape is an act of 
political terrorism. 

Antifeminism can accommodate reform: a recognition that some 
forms of discrimination against women are unfair to women or that 
some kinds of injustice to women are not warranted (or entirely 
warranted) by the nature of women! But underneath the apparent 
civility, there are facile, arrogant assumptions: that the remedies 
are easy, the problems frivolous; that the harm done to women is 
not substantial nor is it significant in any real way; and that the 
subordination of women to men is not in and of itself an egregious 
wrong! This assessment is maintained in the face of proved atroci- 
ties and the obvious intractability of the oppression. 

Antifeminism is always an expression of hating women: it is way 
past time to say so, to make the equation, to insist on its truth. 
Antifeminism throws women to the wolves; it says “later” or 
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“never” to those suffering cruel and systematic deprivations of lib- 
erty; it tells women that when their lives are at stake, there is no 
urgency toward either justice or decency; it scolds women for 
wanting freedom! It is right to see woman hating, sex hatred, pas- 
sionate contempt, in every effort to subvert or stop an improve- 
ment in the status of women on any front, whether radical or 
reform. It is right to see contempt for women in any effort to sub- 
vert or stop any move on the part of women toward economic or 
sexual independence, toward civil or legal equality, toward self- 
determination. Antifeminism is the politics of contempt for women 
as a class] This is true when the antifeminism is expressed in op- 
position to the Equal Rights Amendment or to the right to abortion 
on demand or to procedures against sexual harassment or to shel- 
ters for battered women or to reforms in rape laws. This is true 
whether the opposition is from the Heritage Foundation, the Moral 
Majority, the Eagle Forum, the American Civil Liberties Union, 
the Communist Party, the Democrats, or the Republicans. [The 
same antifeminist contempt for women is expressed in resistance to 
affirmative action or in defenses of pornography or in the accep- 
tance of prostitution as an institution of female sex labor: If one 
sees that women are being systematically exploited and abused, 
then the defense of anything, the acceptance of anything, that pro- 
motes or continues that exploitation or abuse expresses a hatred of 
women, a contempt for their freedom and dignity; and an effort to 
impede legislative, social, or economic initiatives that would im- 
prove the status of women, however radical or reformist those mea- 
sures are, is an expression of that same contempt. One simply 
cannot be both for and against the exploitation of women: for it 
when it brings pleasure, against it in the abstract; for it when it 
brings profit, against it in principle; for it when no one is looking, 
against it when someone who might notice is around! If one sees 
how exploited women are—the systematic nature of the exploita- 
tion, the sexual base of the exploitation—then there is no political 
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or ethical justification for doing one whit less than everything— 
using every resource—to stop that exploitation. Antifeminism has 
been the cover for outright bigotry and it has been the vehicle of 
outright bigotry. |Alntifeminism|has|beena\credible|cover and an 
effective vehicle because the hatred of women is not politically 
anathema on either the Right or the Left. Antifeminism is manifest 
wherever the subordination of women is actively perpetuated or 
enhanced or defended or passively accepted, because the devalua- 
tion) of Women |lis|implicit\injall\these|stances] Woman hating and 
antifeminism, however aggressive or restrained the expression, are 
empirical synonyms, inseparable, often indistinguishable, often in- 
terchangeable; and any acceptance of the exploitation of women in 
any area, for any reason, in any style, is both, means both, and 
promotes both. 

Antifeminism breaks down into contempt for particular kinds of 
women—as men envision the kinds of women there are. There is a 
spectrum of insult! Lesbians, intellectuals, and uppity women are 
hated for their presumption, their arrogance, their masculine ambi- 
tion. Prudes, spinsters, and celibates may not want to be like men 
but they seem able to live without them; so they are treated with 
contempt and disdain. Sluts, “nymphos,” and tarts are hated be- 
cause they are cheap, not expensive, and because they are their sex 
raw or sex itself] These epithets (often in ruder form) directed 
against a woman are intended to malign her own relationship to her 
own gender or to sexuality as men define and enforce it. [The epi= 
thets are situational: chosen and applied not to show what she is in 
her essential self but to intimidate her in a particular situation. For 
instance, if she does not want sex, she may be called a prude or a 
dyke, and after she has had sex, she may be called—by the very 
same observer—a slut. Expressing ideas a man does not like, she 
may be a slut or a dyke or a prude—depending on how any given 
man assesses her vulnerability to insult or depending on the man’s 
own obsessional interest in prudes or sluts or dykes. Antifeminism 
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is in the reduction of a woman to perceptions of her sexuality or 
relation to men or male sexuality; and antifeminism is in the ascrib- 
ing of a specific masculine integrity to acts usually reserved for 
men—acts like making love with women or writing books or walk- 
ing down the street without apology or speaking with authority. 
Ideas and acts uphold the potency and cultural vigor of these epi- 
thets, which reflect real values—how women are disdained, why, 
what women do wrong and get punished for. [Dhejbreakingdown 
of women into the insults used to describe women, the use of these 
insults to describe or intimidate or discredit, granting validity to 
these critiques of a female’s posture, pose, stance, attitude, or act, 
are all expressions of both antifeminism and woman hating. When 
a woman expresses an opinion—about anything—and the response 
is to undermine perceptions of or question her sexuality, sexual 
identity, femininity, relations with men, the response can be iden- 
tified without further analysis as implicitly antifeminist and 
Woman-hating) It can and should be exposed as such. Antifemi- 
nism as a strategy for subverting what credibility women can mus- 
ter runs the gamut from subtle innuendoes to overt hostility, all of 
which is designed to remind the woman herself and those listening 
to her that she is, after all, only a woman—and a defective one at 
that. The woman hating implicit in the antifeminism is designed to 
humiliate the woman so that she feels the humiliation and so that 
those listening can see her being humiliated and feeling it. Raising 
and manipulating antagonistic feelings toward a woman because 
she is a woman, using her sex and sexuality, reminding her and 
those around her of what she is and what she is for, are the same as 
raising and manipulating racist antagonisms against a black in a 
white-supremacist context, [The response to the underlining of her 
sex so as to impugn her credibility should not rest on whether or 
not one agrees with the woman about whatever issue; the response 
should be a response to the antifeminism and misogyny being used 
against her. It is way past time to recognize, to say, to confront, 
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the fact that women are isolated and destroyed by the ways in 
which epithets discredit them. [Dhejepithetsjareysymbolicyre 
minders of what she is reduced to, not human, woman, that lower 
thing; the epithets are accusations that remind the accused of her 
place as a woman and some alleged violation of its boundaries. 
Women fear epithets because they are warnings, threats, proof that 
a woman has made a wrong step in her relationship to the world 
around her, proof that a man or men have noticed her and are 
angry with her. Women fear these epithets because women fear the 
anger of men. That anger is the substance of both antifeminism 
and) misogyny, [The epithet is a weapon, whether hurled or deliv- 
ered in a sulky or measured tone. The epithet is inevitably an act 
of hostility used in a spirit of vengeance. (Calling a woman a name 
temporarily brands her; it molds social perceptions of her in a way 
that upholds her social inferiority; it frequently comes before the 
fist or before the fuck, and so women learn to associate it with uses 
of themselves that they abhor, hostile uses of themselves; and it 
frequently comes as he hits, as he fucks! The epithet degrades a 
woman by degrading her sex, sexuality, and personal integrity; it 
expresses a serious, not a frivolous, hatred—the hatred of women, 
a serious hatred with serious consequences to those against whom 
it is directed. Epithets as sex-based insults are like machine-gun 
rounds, fired off, bringing down whatever gets hit—anything 
female around! The hints of these sex-based insults, shadowed ref- 
erences to them, evocations of them, are used with persistence and 
skill in the public devaluing of women—in hating women and in 
the politics of contempt for women, in common discourse and in 
cultural discourse. Every time this use of a lexicon of hatred passes 
unremarked, every time the hate is expressed and there is no visi- 
ble rebellion, no discernible resistance, some part of the woman to 
whom it happens dies and some part of any woman who watches 
diésytoowpEach time the use of such an epithet or its evocation 
passes without retaliation, something in women dies. Each time 
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slut, dyke, prude, is used to keep women intimidated and each 
time its use is not repudiated (the repudiation cannot rest on 
whether or not the accusation is in any sense accurate, only in its 
use), antifeminism has stepped on another female life and crushed 
some part of it; woman hating has humiliated and hurt another 
woman or a woman again. Each time an honorable word—like les- 
bian—is used as a weapon of insult, or some honorable act—like a 
woman having sex because she wants to with a lover or lovers of 
her choice—is used as a weapon of insult, or some honorable 
choice—like being celibate—is used as a weapon of insult, the 
women who are and who do and who choose are irrevocably hurt 
and diminished. {The answer is not as simple as losing one’s fear of 
the words themselves (whether they apply or not), because any 
woman would be a fool not to be afraid of what is behind the 
words. Behind the words is the man who uses them and the power 
of his whole class over the woman against whom they are used. 
Each time contempt is expressed for the dyke, the prude, the slut, 
hatred is being expressed toward all women. Whether the insults 
are accepted in society, tolerated, encouraged, the main stuff of 
humor, or merely passively acquiesced in, the devaluing of women 
is perpetuated, the intimidation of women is furthered. Each time 
the insults are paraded or whispered—used against a woman as 
insult—the insults gain in potency from use, acceptance, and repe- 
tition; and any woman, however much she is or is not what the 
insult conveys, is more liable to manipulation, distortion, extor- 
tion, slander, and harassment; and antifeminism and woman hating 
aré|that much more!entrenched! Woman hating is the passion; anti- 
feminism is its ideological defense; in the sex-based insult passion 
and ideology are united in an act of denigration and intimidation. 
The tolerance for sex-based insult and its effectiveness in discredit- 
ing women are measures of the virulence of antifeminism and 
woman hating: how pervasive they are, how persuasive they are, 
how deeply rooted they are, what chance women stand against 


202. RIGHT-WING WOMEN 


them! In our society, sex-based insult is the coin of the realm. 
Women live defensively, not just against rape but against the lan- 
guage of the rapist—the language of what a woman is called in 
intimacy and in public, loud and soft. 

Antifeminism is also articulated through social models, of which 
there are three of continuing major importance: the separate-but- 
equal model; the woman-superior model; and the trusty, familiar 
male-dominant model. 

The use of the separate-but-equal model is particularly cynical in 
the United States, where that model applied to race was the foun- 
dation for systematic racial segregation enforced by police power. 
Equality was always a chimera or a lie; separation was real! The 
model held that social institutions could be reasonably and fairly 
constructed on the basis of biology, for instance, race or skin color. 
What made separation necessary—the presumed inferiority of one 
of the biologically defined groups—made equality impossible. [The 
idea of separation and the institutions of separation derived from a 
social inequality of such astonishing magnitude and crass cruelty 
that separation in idea or practice essentially denied that blacks had 
a human nature in common with whites or any common human 
standing: [The separate-but-equal model itself originates in the con- 
viction that men and women could not stand on common human 
ground. [The model originates in the effort to justify the subordina- 
tion of women to men (and in the justification to perpetuate that 
subordination) by positing male and female natures so biologically 
different as to require social separation, socially antithetical paths, 
social life bifurcated by sex so that there are two cultures, one 
male, one female, coexisting in the same society. The separate-but- 
equal model applied to sex predated the variation of the model ap- 
plied to race. With respect to sex, the separate-but-equal model 
held that women and men were destined by biology for different 
social spheres. The spheres were separate but equal, which made 
the men and women separate but equal. The sphere of the woman 
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was the home; the sphere of the man was the world. These were 
separate-but-equal domains. The woman was supposed to bear and 
raise the children; the man was supposed to impregnate her and 
support them. These were separate-but-equal duties. The woman 
had female capacities—she was intuitive, emotional, tender, 
charming (in women a capacity to arouse or entrap, not an at- 
tribute). The man had male capacities—he was logical, reasoning, 
strong, powerful (as a capacity and relative to the woman). These 
Were separate-but-equal capacities) The woman was supposed to 
do domestic labor, the precise nature of which was determined by 
her husband’s social class. The man was supposed to labor in the 
world for money, power, recognition, according to his social class. 
This was separate-but-equal labor. 

Sex segregation in practice is necessarily different from race seg- 
regation: women are everywhere, in almost every home, in most 
beds, as intimate as it is possible to be with those who want to keep 
them separate, Given the nearly universal intimacy women have 
with men, it is astonishing to recognize how successful sex-segre- 
gation bolstered by the separate-but-equal model has been and 
continues to be. Women have invaded the male sphere of the mar- 
ketplace, only to be segregated in female job ghettos. In jobs, du- 
ties, responsibilities, physical, moral, and intellectual capacities, 
division of labor within the home, the ethic and practice that still 
obtains is sex segregation. The séparate-but-equal model applied to 
men and women continues to be effective because it is seen to cor- 
respond to biology accurately and fairly. The model has credibility 
because the sexual subordination of women to men is seen to be in 
the nature of things and a logical premise of social organization—a 
biological reality that is properly reiterated in social institutions, 
civil prerogatives, and sex-segregated obligations. The model is 
perceived as fair because in it men and women are kept biologically 
separate (discrete), socially separate (discrete), and they are de- 
clared equal because each is doing equally what is appropriate to 
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their sex. Separation is seen to be the only real vehicle of equality 
for women. The notion is that women competing with men, not 
limited to a female sphere, could never achieve social or economic 
or sexual equality because of their nature—which in all of these 
areas would simply be inferior to male nature; females are inferior, 
however, only because they have left the female sphere, which in 
itself is equal, not inferior; females are only inferior to men in a 
male sphere, where they do not belong. Equality is guaranteed by 
setting up separate spheres according to sex and simply insisting 
that the spheres are equal! This amounts to a kind of metaphysical 
paternalism: constructing a social model in which women need not 
experience their inferiority as a burden but instead are assigned 
such social value as women that their inferiority is of equal social 
worth to the superiority of men. [The separate spheres are declared 
equal with no reference to the material conditions of the persons in 
the spheres and this is the sense in which women have equality 
with men under this model. There need not be equality of rights, 
for instance; indeed, it is counterindicated. Since the sexes are not 
the same, they should not be treated the same, and something is 
wrong when a common standard is applied to both. In this social 
model, separation by sex class is viewed as the only basis for equal- 
ity; sex segregation is the institutional expression of this egalitarian 
ethic, its program in fact. With sex as with race, separation is a 
fact; equality is a chimera or a lie. 

The woman-superior model of antifeminism is found in two ap- 
parently opposing realms: the spiritual and the sexual. In the spir- 
itual realm, the woman is superior to the male by definition; he 
worships her because she is good; Her|Sex\makes|her morallor gives 
her the responsibility for a morality that is sex-specific. Being 
female, she is higher, by nature closer to some abstract conception 
of good. She is credited with a moral sensibility that men are hard 
put to match (but then, they are not expected to try): she is ethe- 
real, she floats, her moral nature lifts her up, she gravitates toward 
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that which is pure, chaste, and tasteful. She has an instinctive, sex- 
based knowledge of what is good and right. Her moral sensibility 
is unfailingly benign, always an influence toward the good. Her 
sex-class business includes the business of being virtuous—a 
strange assignment by sex, since the Latin root of the word virtue 
means “strength” or “manliness,” which perhaps shows the futility 
of the project for her. This goodness of her sex is essentially based 
on a presumed chastity, a necessary chastity—of behavior but also 
of appetite. She, as a woman, is not supposed to know sexual de- 
sire. Men lust. As one who by her nature does not lust, she is the 
opposite of man: he is carnal; she is good! There is no notion of 
female morality or of a woman’s being good in the world that is not 
based largely on chastity as a moral value. The great female trag- 
edies are stories of sexual falls. The tragic flaw in a female hero— 
Hardy’s Tess or Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina—is sexual desire. All 
the drama of a female life, in great or in banal works, basically 
replicates the biblical fall. Seduction (or rape) means knowledge) 
which is sexual desire; sexual desire means descent into sin and 
inevitable punishment, As a cultural symbol, the good female is 
innocent: innocent of sex, innocent of knowledge—chaste in both 
ways. Historically, ignorance has been a form of grace for the good 
woman; education was denied women to keep them morally good. 
The elevation of a woman requires that she have this innocence, 
this purity, this chastity: she must not know the world, which men 
embody. The worship of a woman or a female religious symbol is 
often the unmediated worship of chastity. The virgin is the great 
religious symbol of female good, the female who is by nature (in 
her body) good, who embodies the good. The awe and honor ac- 
corded the chaste female by men are frequently pointed to to show 
that men do not hate or degrade women, that men worship, adore, 
andjadmirelwomen! The morally superior nature of women is hon- 
ored mostly in the abstract, and women are worshiped mostly in 
the abstract. The worship is worship of a symbol—a symbol ma- 
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nipulated to justify the uses to which fallen women are put. The 
morally good woman is put on a pedestal—a small, precarious, 
raised stage, often mined, on which she stands for as long as she 
can—until she falls off or jumps or it goes boom. 

In the secular world, women are also credited with having a 
sense of good that is intrinsically female, a sense of good that men 
do not have. This is a frequent feature of contemporary environ- 
mentalist or antimilitarist movements. Women are seen to have an 
inborn commitment to both clean air and peace, a moral nature 
that abhors pollution and murder. Being good or moral is viewed 
as a particular biological capacity of women and as a result women 
are the natural guardians of morality: a moral vanguard as it were. 
Organizers use this appeal to women all the time. Motherhood is 
especially invoked as biological proof that women have a special 
relationship to life, a special sensitivity to its meaning, a special, 
intuitive knowledge of what is right. Any political group can ap- 
propriate the special moral sensibility of women to its own ends: 
most groups do, usually in place of offering substantive relief to 
women with respect to sexism in the group itself. Women all along 
the male-defined political spectrum give special credence to this 
view of a female biological nature that is morally good. 

However this premise about a biologically based morality is 
used, the woman-superior model of antifeminism is operating to 
keep women down, not up, in the crude world of actual human 
interchange! To stay worshiped, the woman must stay a symbol 
and she must stay good. She cannot become merely a human in the 
muck of life, morally flawed and morally struggling, committing 
acts that have complex, difficult, unpredictable consequences. She 
must not walk the same streets men do or do the same things or 
have the same responsibilities. Precisely because she is good) she 
is unfit to do the same things, unfit to make the same decisions, un- 
fit to resolve the same dilemmas, unfit to undertake the same re- 
sponsibilities, unfit to exercise the same rights. Her nature is 
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different—this time better but still absolutely different—and 
therefore her role must be different. The worshiping attitude, the 
spiritual elevation of women that men invoke whenever they sug- 
gest that women are finer than they, proposes that women are what 
men can never be? chaste) good! In fact men are what women can 
never be: real moral agents, the bearers of real moral authority and 
responsibility. Women are not kept from this moral agency by bi- 
ology, but by a male social system that puts women above or be- 
low simple human choice in morally demanding situations. The 
spiritual superiority of women in this model of ludicrous homage 
isolates women from the human acts that create meaning, the hu- 
man choices that create both ethics and history. It separates 
women out from the chaos and triumph of human responsibility by 
giving women a two-dimensional morality, a stagnant morality, 
one in which what is right and good is predetermined, sex-deter- 
mined, biologically determined, The worship of women, devotion 
to that in woman which raises man, respect for some moral sen- 
sibility allegedly inborn only in women, is the seductive antifemi- 
nism, the one that entrances women who have seen through the 
other kinds. Being worshiped (for most women) is preferable to 
being defiled, and being looked up to is better than being walked 
on. It is hard for women to refuse the worship of what otherwise is 
despised: being female. Woman's’ special’ moral’ nature has some= 
times been used to plead her case: being moral, she will be able to 
upgrade the morality of the nation if she has the rights of citizen- 
ship, the tone of the marketplace if she is employed, the quality of 
the church if she officiates, the humanism of government if she is 
in it; being moral, she will be on the side of good. It has also been 
argued, more loudly and more often, that her moral nature must 
not be contaminated by vulgar responsibilities; that she has a spe- 
cial moral role to play in making the nation and the world good— 
she must be in her person the example of good that will civilize and 
educate men and make the nation moral. One’cannot'do what men 
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do—not in government, not in the family, not even in religion, not 
anywhere=and |belan examplelof good) “It is the task of the Posi- 
tive Woman,” wrote Phyllis Schlafly, “to keep America good.”? 
Women keep Amerika good by being good. Many women who 
hate Schlafly’s politics would agree that women have a special 
moral responsibility “to keep America good.” They have a dif- 
ferent political program of good in mind and a different conception 
of women’s rights, but their conception of a biologically deter- 
mined morality in which women are better than men is not dif- 
ferent. Antifeminism allows for this sentimentality, encourages and 
exploits this self-indulgence; liberation does not. As Frederick 
Douglass wrote over a century ago: “We advocate women’s rights, 
not because she is an angel, but because she is a woman, having the 
same wants, and being exposed to the same evils as man.” 

The woman-superior model of antifeminism also takes a sexual 
form, one that is purely pornographic. The central conceit of 
woman-hating sex, sex as conquest and possession, dominance and 
submission, is that the woman has real power: she is only the ap- 
parent victim; she is only seemingly powerless. Her power is in her 
capacity to provoke erection or lust. Men suffer arousal passively — 
against their will or regardless of their will. They then act on what 
a woman, or any sex object, has provoked. She provokes what she 
wants. When a man has an erection and commits a sexual act be- 
cause of it or in response to it, he is acting in response to a provoca- 
tion by a woman, whose nature and intent are well met by his act. 
In pornography, the male sexual values that inform and permeate 
rape and other forced sex acts are articulated without apology. The 
genre insists that sex is conquest, that the woman who resists 
wants to be forced, hurt, brutalized; that the woman who wants 
sex gets pleasure from being used like a thing, from pain and hu- 
miliation. The genre insists that rape, battery, physical torture, 
bondage, capture, and imprisonment are things done to women 
because women provoke them the same way that women provoke 
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erection: by being there, by being female: Provoking these acts is 
the power women have over men; women get men to do these 
things, to perform these sex acts. In the world men seem to exer- 
cise power, but all of that comes to nothing in the face of the lust 
provoked by a woman, Whatever he does to her, she is still more 
powerful than he is because he wants her, he needs her, he is being 
driven by a desire for her. In/the sexual) woman-superior model; 
power is articulated as being intrinsically female because power is 
redefined beyond reason, beyond coherence: as if power is in the 
corpse that draws the vultures! This pornographic conception of 
female power is fundamental to the antifeminism of sexual-libera- 
tion movements in which unlimited sexual use of women by men is 
defined as freedom for both: she wants it; he responds; voila! the 
revolution. It is also fundamental to the antifeminism of the legal 
system with respect to sexual crimes like rape, battery, and sexual 
abuse of children, especially girls! The female is still seen as the 
provocation for what might be a legitimate sex act, depending on 
just how provocative she was. Her will is regarded as probably 
implicit in the use the male made of her. The female is seen to have 
power over the man—and responsibility for what he has done to 
her—because he wanted her so bad: she has provoked whatever 
desire motivated him to act. His desire is what gives her power. 
Her power is in her sexual nature, her existence as a woman to 
which he responds—not in her behavior. For this reason, rape in= 
quiries search her behavior to find the truth about her nature. If 
her nature is finally seen to warrant his act, he is not responsible 
for it—she is. This is the power of women in pornographic sex. 
The apologies for this sexual system that claim that women are 
powerful because women are desired—in fact, that go so far as to 
insist that women are sex-dominant and sex-controlling—uphold 
this phantasmagoric female power, keeping women in real life 
powerless. The antifeminism is directly implicit in the porno- 
graphic conceptions of female power, female nature, and female 
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freedom. Her power is in being used, her nature is to be used, and 
her freedom is in being used. Or, her power is in provoking men to 
hurt her, her nature is to provoke men to hurt her, and her free- 
dom is in provoking pain. Or, her power is in making men force 
her to do what she does not want to do, her nature is to make men 
force her to do what she does not want to do, and her freedom is in 
being forced to do what she does not want to do. These principles 
of antifeminism effectively confound both power and freedom: the 
response in most women is to want neither. A woman’s individual 
nature is more than confounded: it is frequently annihilated. 

The male-dominant model of antifeminism is virtually every- 
where. Its woman-hating dimensions have been discussed _bril- 
liantly in many feminist texts; here the focus will be on how it 
functions to stop a liberation movement. Réligion/and) biology are 
the great roots of the metaphysical idea that men are superior to 
women because they are) Whether male dominance is described as 
a kind of perpetual biological pillaging or the will of a merely 
wrathful God, the hostility in male dominance is what is most con- 
sistently justified by the idea of male dominance. Keeping women 
a subject people is hostile. The genius of the male-dominant model 
of antifeminism is the transmogrification of this hostility into what 
passes for love. When one group conquers another, the act of con- 
quest is clearly hostile; when a man conquers a woman, it is to 
express romantic or sexual love! Invasion is an act of hostility, un- 
less the male is invading the female, in which case “violation” is 
used to mean love. Beating someone up is an act of hostility, unless 
a man is beating a woman whom he loves: women, it is said, con- 
sider beating proof of love and demand or provoke this proof. 
When a man tyrannizes a people, he is hostile to their rights and 
freedom; when a man tyrannizes a woman, he is well within the 
bounds of his role as husband or lover. When a group deemed 
inferior is targeted for violence in propaganda, that propaganda is 
unarguably hostile; when men target women for sexual violence in 
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pornography, the material, the targeting, and the violence are con- 
sidered expressions of sexual love! Mass terrorization of one group 
by another is hostile, unless women are terrorized by men raping, 
in which case each rape must be examined for signs of love. Con- 
fining a group, restricting them, depriving them of rights because 
they were born into one class and not another are hostile acts, un- 
less women are being confined, restricted, and deprived of rights 
by the men who love them so that they will be what men can love. 
There is hostility in the world, which one recognizes as historical 
and social cruelty; and then there is the love of man for woman. 
The acts may be the same but they are so very different, because 
what is done to women is measured by an absolutely unique stan- 
dard: is it sexy? Women are taken to be sex, so if it—whatever it 
is—is done to a woman, it is likely to be sexy. If it is sexy, it 
comes under the aegis of love. Hostility is defined in the dictionary 
as “antagonism.” [6velis|Seen|to)belaigrand antagonism, |so)is\a 
great sexual passion, while the everyday fucks are little antago- 
nisms oft repeated. The torturer is just a real obsessed lover when 
the victim is a woman, especially a woman whom he knows inti- 
mately. Rape is just another kind of love; and nothing—no law, no 
political movement, no higher consciousness—has yet made rape 
less sexy for those who see love in male dominance. Chains are 
sexy when women wear them, prisons are sexy when women are in 
them, pain is sexy when women hurt, and love includes all this and 
more. Beat up a man for speaking his mind and there is a human- 
rights violation—hunt him or capture him or terrorize him and his 
human rights have been violated; do the same to a woman and the 
violation is sexy. Nothing that falls within the purview of the love 
of man for woman qualifies as a violation of human rights; instead, 
violation becomes a synonym for sex, part of the vocabulary of 
love! The love of the superior for the inferior must by its nature be 
fairly horrific, fairly terrifying, grossly distorted. When men love 
women, every hostile act demonstrates that love, every brutality is 
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a sign of it; and every complaint that a woman makes against the 
hostility of male dominance is taken to be a complaint against love, 
a refusal to be a real woman, that is, to suffer male hostility as an 
ecstasy, to suffer love. 

The male-dominant model of antifeminism also proposes that 
freedom is inimical to the situation of women because women must 
always bargain, Since men are dominant, aggressive, controlling, 
powerful because of God or nature, the weak women must always 
have something to trade to get the protection of these strong men. 
Either the woman is too weak to care for herself or she is too weak 
to fend off men; in either case, she needs a male protector. If she 
needs a male protector, she must not only bargain to get him; she 
must continuously bargain to keep him or to keep him from abus- 
ing the power he has over her! This compromises any possibility of 
self-determination for her. The dependence of women on men, the 
inability of women to have and to manifest a self-sustaining and 
self-determined integrity, and the fundamental definition of a 
woman as a whore by nature are all established as being implicit in 
the biological relationship between men and women: implicit and 
unalterable. This feature of the male-dominant model is unique to 
it. Neither the separate-but-equal model nor the woman-superior 
model puts women in a metaphysically defined, biologically deter- 
mined relationship of prostitution to men. (Perhaps this virtue of 
the male-dominant model accounts for its ubiquity.) The bargain 
women must make because men are biologically dominant is 
pointed to whenever a woman achieves. The bargain is searched 
for—what did she sell to whom to enable her to do whatever she 
did? The necessity for bargaining is used to stop rebellion. [Ke 
bargain necessitated by his greater aggression, strength, and power 
is the principal reason for refuting the possibility of her claim to 
independence in this model of antifeminism. He is dominant; she 
must submit. Submission in the face of greater strength, greater 
aggression, greater power, is unavoidable. She is simply not strong 
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enough to be on her own—especially not if he wants her because 
she is not strong enough or aggressive enough to stop him from 
taking her! So each woman has to make a deal with at least one of 
the strong ones for protection; and the deal she makes, being based 
on her inferiority, originating in it, acknowledges the truth and 
inevitability of that inferiority. In needing to bargain because she is 
too weak not to, she proves that antifeminism—the repudiation of 
her freedom—is grounded in simple biological necessity, biological 
common sense, biological realism. 

Because the male is presumed dominant by natural right or di- 
vine will, he is supposed to have an exclusive authority in the 
realm of public power. The antifeminism predicated on natural 
male dominance also maintains that men naturally dominate gov- 
ernment, politics, economics, culture, state and military policy— 
that men naturally assert their dominance by running all social and 
political institutions. The token woman here and there in no way 
interferes with the effectiveness of virtually all-male clubs of power 
in erasing any hope of real authority or influence for women. One 
woman on the Supreme Court, one woman in the Senate, a woman 
prime minister, an occasional woman head of state, are not so 
much role models as rebukes to economically demoralized women 
who are supposed to accept the tokens as what they too could have 
been if only they themselves had been different—better, smarter, 
richer, prettier, not such schlemiels! Token women must go out of 
their way not to offend the male sense of femininity, but by their 
visibility they inevitably do so. As a result, the token women give 
out the correct line on femininity and at the same time bear the 
brunt of the critical perception that obviously they are not at home 
being fucked. The woman who is not a token is mostly conde- 
scended to by the token, a condescension that she feels not only 
acutely but often, since the token is always pointed out to her as 
proof that her own situation does not result from an exclusionary 
social!system! Every all-male or nearly all-male group—profession, 
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institution, business, club, or power clique—is a concrete embodi- 
ment of antifeminism. By its existence it upholds and proclaims the 
dominance of men over women. By its existence it reinforces the 
social inferiority of women to men, perpetuates the political subor- 
dination of women to men, mandates the economic dependence of 
women on men, and endlessly revitalizes the sexual submission of 
women to men: The all-male clique of power communicates the 
antifeminism of male dominance everywhere it operates, all the 
time, without exception. The power of men to make decisions and 
determine policy, to create culture and to control the institutions of 
culture, is simultaneously held to be the logical outcome of male 
dominance and proof of its existence. Every institution that is 
structurally male-dominant is also ideologically male-dominant, or 
its structure would change. Every group that is structurally male- 
dominant functions as concrete resistance, material resistance, to 
the liberation of women: it prohibits the exodus of women from the 
obligations and disadvantages, not to mention the cruelties, of in- 
feriority. Any area that is virtually all male is hostile to women, 
to political rights, economic parity, and sexual self-determination 
for§women! The verbal support of men in all-male institutions, 
groups, or cliques of power for mild feminist reform has no value 
in the world of real, substantive change for women: it is the all- 
male structure itself that must be subverted and destroyed. Malé 
dominance and the antifeminism that defends it can only be re- 
pudiated by being ended; those who construct it by literally being 
the bricks of which it is built cannot change it by merely disputing 
it, The antifeminism in exclusively male enclaves is not made hu- 
mane through gestures; it is immune to modification through diplo- 
matic goodwill. As long as a road is closed to women, it is closed to 
women; and that means that women cannot take that road, how- 
ever nicely the men on it suggest they would not mind. The road is 
not only a road to power or independence or equity; it is often the 
only road away from tremendous abuse. The antifeminism in an 
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all-male institution cannot be mitigated by attitude; nor can male 
dominance—always the meaning of an all-male enclave—ever ac- 
cept that women are not inferior to men. The token woman carries 
the stigma of inferiority with her, however much she tries to dis- 
sociate herself from the other women of her sex class. In trying to 
stay singular, not one of them, she grants the inferiority of her sex 
class, an inferiority for which she is always compensating and from 
which she is never free. If the inferiority were not reckoned univer- 
sally true, she of all women would not have to defend herself 
against the stigma of it; nor would her own complicity in the anti- 
feminism of the institution (through dissociation with lesser 
women) be a perpetual condition of her quasi acceptance. Male 
dominance in society always means that out of public sight, in the 
private, ahistorical world of men with women, men are sexually 
dominating women. The antifeminism in the all-male rulership of 
society always means that in the intimate world of men with 
women, men are politically suppressing women. 

The three social models of antifeminism—the separate-but-equal 
model, the woman-superior model, and the male-dominant model 
—are not inimical to one another. They mix and match with per- 
fect ease, since logic and consistency are not prerequisites for keep- 
ing women down: no one need prove his case to justify the 
subordination of women; no one need meet a rigorous standard of 
intellectual, political, or moral accountability. Most people, what- 
ever their political convictions, seem to believe parts of each model, 
the pieces adding up to a whole view. Fragmented philosophical 
and ideological justifications for the subordination of women exist 
in a material context in which women are subordinated to men: the 
subordination is self-justifying, since power subordinates and 
power justifies; power both serves and consoles itself. Separate- 
but-equal, woman-superior, and male-dominant antifeminism can 
even be used sequentially as one whole argument for the practice of 
male supremacy: men and women have different capacities and dif- 
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ferent areas of responsibility according to sex but their functions 
and attributes are of equal importance; women are morally superior 
to men (a different capacity, a different area of responsibility), ex- 
cept when they provoke lust, in which case they have real power 
over men; the biological dominance of men over women is (a) coun- 
terbalanced by the real sexual power of women over men (in which 
case each has separate-but-equal powers) or (b) proved in that 
women are too good to be as aggressive and as rudely dominant as 
men or (c) naturally fair and naturally reasonable because natural 
submission is the natural complement to natural dominance (and 
dominance and submission are separate-but-equal spheres, submis- 
sion marking the woman as morally superior unless the submission 
is sexually provocative, in which case her sex gives her different- 
but-equal power). Either this is true or it is not. Either the argu- 
ments of antifeminism, one by one or the whole lot, are true or 
they are not. Either there are separate-but-equal spheres or there 
are not. Either women are morally better than men or they are not. 
Either women have sexual power over men simply by being 
women or they do not; either provoking lust is power or it is not. 
Either men are dominant by nature or will of God or they are not. 
Antifeminism says all this is true; feminism says it is not. The so- 
called feminism that says some of it is true and some of it is not 
cannot combat antifeminism because it has incorporated it. Anti- 
feminism proposes two standards for rights and responsibilities: 
two standards determined strictly by and applied strictly to sex. 
Feminism as the liberation movement of women proposes one ab- 
solute standard of human dignity, indivisible by sex. In this sense, 
feminism does propose—as antifeminists accuse—that men and 
women be treated the same. Feminism is a radical stance against 
double standards in rights and responsibilities, and feminism is a 
revolutionary advocacy of a single standard of human freedom. 
To achieve a single standard of human freedom and one absolute 
standard of human dignity, the sex-class system has to be dismem- 
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bered. The reason is pragmatic, not philosophical: nothing less will 
work. However much everyone wants to do less, less will not free 
women. Liberal men and women ask, Why can’t we just be our- 
selves, all human beings, begin now and not dwell in past in- 
justices, wouldn’t that subvert the sex-class system, change it from 
the inside out? The answer is no. The sex-class system has a struc- 
ture; it has deep roots in religion and culture; it is fundamental to 
the economy; sexuality is its creature; to be “just human beings” in 
it, women have to hide what happens to them as women because 
they are women—happenings like forced sex and forced reproduc- 
tion, happenings that continue as long as the sex-class system oper- 
ates. The liberation of women requires facing the real condition of 
women in order to change it. “We're all just people” is a stance that 
prohibits recognition of the systematic cruelties visited on women 
because of sex oppression. 

Feminism as a liberation movement, then, demands a revolution- 
ary single standard of what humans have a right to, and also de- 
mands that the current sexual bifurcation of rights never be let out 
of sight. Antifeminism does the opposite: it insists that there is a 
double standard of what humans have a right to—a male standard 
and a female standard; and it insists at the same time that we are all 
just human beings, right now, as things stand, within this sex-class 
system, so that no special attention should be paid to social phe- 
nomena on account of sex. With respect to rape, for instance, the 
feminist starts out with a single standard of freedom and dignity: 
everyone, women as well as men, should have a right to the integ- 
rity of their own body. Feminists then focus on and analyze the 
sex-class reality of rape: men rape, women are raped; even in those 
statistically rare cases where boys or men are raped, men are the 
rapists. Antifeminists start out with a double standard: men con- 
quer, possess, dominate, men take women; women are conquered, 
possessed, dominated, and taken. Antifeminists then insist that 
rape is a crime like any other, like mugging or homicide or bur- 
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glary: they deny its sex-specific, sex-class nature and the political 
meaning undeniably implicit in the sexual construction of the 
crime. Feminists are accused of denying the common humanity of 
men and women because feminists refuse to fudge on the sex issue 
of who does what to whom, how often, and why. Antifeminists 
refuse to acknowledge that the sex-class system repudiates the 
humanity of women by keeping women systematically subject to 
exploitation and violence as a condition of sex. In analyzing the 
sex-class system, feminists are accused of inventing or perpetuating 
it. Calling attention to it, we are told, insults women by suggesting 
that they are victims (stupid enough to allow themselves to be vic- 
timized). Feminists are accused of being the agents of degradation 
by postulating that such degradation exists. This is a little like con- 
sidering abolitionists responsible for slavery, but all is fair when 
love is war. In ignoring the political significance of the sex-class 
system except to defend it when it is under attack, antifeminists 
suggest that “we're all in this together,” all us human beings, dif- 
ferent-but-together, a formulation that depends on lack of clarity 
for its persuasiveness. Indisputably, we're all in rape together, 
some of us to great disadvantage. Feminism especially requires a 
rigorous analysis of sex class, one that is ongoing, stubborn, per- 
sistent, unsentimental, disciplined, not placated by fatuous invoca- 
tions of a common humanity that in fact the sex-class system itself 
suppresses. The sex-class system cannot be undone when those 
whom it exploits and humiliates are unable to face it for what it is, 
for what it takes from them, for what it does to them. Feminism 
requires precisely what misogyny destroys in women: unimpeach- 
able bravery in confronting male power. Despite the impossibility 
of it, there is such bravery: there are such women, in some periods 
millions upon millions of them. If male supremacy survives every 
effort of women to overthrow it, it will not be because of biology 
or God; nor will it be because of the force and power of men per 
se. It will be because the will to liberation was contaminated, un- 
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dermined, rendered ineffectual and meaningless, by antifeminism: 
by specious concepts of equality based on an evasion of what the 
sex-class system really is. The refusal to recognize the intrinsic des- 
potism of the sex-class system means that that despotism is inevita- 
bly incorporated into reform models of that same system: in this, 
antifeminism triumphs over the will to liberation. The refusal to 
recognize the unique abuses inherent in sex labor (treating sex la- 
bor as if it were sex-neutral, as if it were not intrinsically part of 
sex oppression and inseparable from it) is a function of antifemi- 
nism; the acceptance of sex labor as appropriate labor for women 
marks the triumph of antifeminism over the will to liberation. The 
sentimental acceptance of a double standard of human rights, re- 
sponsibilities, and freedom is also the triumph of antifeminism over 
the will to liberation; no sexual dichotomy is compatible with real 
liberation. And, most important, the refusal to demand (with no 
compromise being possible) one absolute standard of human dig- 
nity is the greatest triumph of antifeminism over the will to libera- 
tion. Without that one absolute standard, liberation is mush; 
feminism is frivolous and utterly self-indulgent. Without that one 
absolute standard as the keystone of revolutionary justice, femi- 
nism has no claim to being a liberation movement; it has no revolu- 
tionary stance, goal, or potential; it has no basis for a radical 
reconstruction of society; it has no criteria for action or organiza- 
tion; it has no moral necessity; it has no inescapable claim on the 
conscience of “mankind”; it has no philosophical seriousness; it has 
no authentic stature as a human-rights movement; it has nothing to 
teach. Also, without that one absolute standard, feminism has no 
chance whatsoever of actually liberating women or destroying the 
sex-class system. Refusing to base itself on a principle of universal 
human dignity, or compromising, retreating from that principle, 
feminism becomes that which exists to stop it: antifeminism. No 
liberation movement can accept the degradation of those whom it 
seeks to liberate by accepting a different definition of dignity for 
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them and stay a movement for their freedom at the same time. 
(Apologists for pornography: take note.) A universal standard of 
human dignity is the only principle that completely repudiates sex- 
class exploitation and also propels all of us into a future where the 
fundamental political question is the quality of life for all human 
beings. Are women being subordinated to men? There is insuffi- 
cient dignity in that. Are men being prostituted too? What is hu- 
man dignity? 

Two elements constitute the discipline of feminism: political, 
ideological, and strategic confrontation with the sex-class system— 
with sex hierarchy and sex segregation—and a single standard of 
human dignity. Abandon either element and the sex-class system is 
unbreachable, indestructible; feminism loses its rigor, the tough- 
ness of its visionary heart; women get swallowed up not only by 
misogyny but also by antifeminism—facile excuses for exploit- 
ing women, metaphysical justifications for abusing women, and 
shoddy apologies for ignoring the political imperatives of women. 

One other discipline is essential both to the practice of feminism 
and to its theoretical integrity: the firm, unsentimental, continuous 
recognition that women are a class having a common condition. 
This is not some psychological process of identification with 
women because women are wonderful; nor is it the insupportable 
assertion that there are no substantive, treacherous differences 
among women. This is not a liberal mandate to ignore what is 
cruel, despicable, or stupid in women, nor is it a mandate to ignore 
dangerous political ideas or allegiances of women. This does not 
mean women first, women best, women only. It does mean that 
the fate of every individual woman—no matter what her politics, 
character, values, qualities—is tied to the fate of all women 
whether she likes it or not. On one level, it means that every 
woman’s fate is tied to the fate of women she dislikes personally. 
On another level, it means that every woman’s fate is tied to the 
fate of women whom she politically and morally abhors. For in- 
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stance, it means that rape jeopardizes communist and fascist 
women, liberal, conservative, Democratic, or Republican women, 
racist women and black women, Nazi women and Jewish women, 
homophobic women and homosexual women. The crimes com- 
mitted against women because they are women articulate the 
condition of women. The eradication of these crimes, the transfor- 
mation of the condition of women, is the purpose of feminism: 
which means that feminism requires a most rigorous definition of 
what those crimes are so as to determine what that condition is. 
This definition cannot be compromised by a selective representa- 
tion of the sex class based on sentimentality or wishful thinking. 
This definition cannot exclude prudes or sluts or dykes or mothers 
or virgins because one does not want to be associated with them. 
To be a feminist means recognizing that one is associated with all 
women not as an act of choice but as a matter of fact. The sex-class 
system creates the fact. When that system is broken, there will 
be no such fact. Feminists do not create this common condition 
by making alliances: feminists recognize this common condition 
because it exists as an intrinsic part of sex oppression. The fun- 
damental knowledge that women are a class having a common con- 
dition—that the fate of one woman is tied substantively to the fate 
of all women—toughens feminist theory and practice. That funda- 
mental knowledge is an almost unbearable test of seriousness. 
There is no real feminism that does not have at its heart the tem- 
pering discipline of sex-class consciousness: knowing that women 
share a common condition as a class, like it or not. 

What is that common condition? Subordinate to men, sexually 
colonized in a sexual system of dominance and submission, denied 
rights on the basis of sex, historically chattel, generally considered 
biologically inferior, confined to sex and reproduction: this is the 
general description of the social environment in which all women 
live. But what is the real map of that environment? Which crimes 
create the topography? Drawing 1 shows the basic condition of 
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women, a lateral view of the female bottom of sex hierarchy. Rape, 
battery, economic exploitation, and reproductive exploitation are 
the basic crimes committed against women in the sex-class system 
in which they are devalued because they are women. The crimes 
are points on a circle because it is a closed system, from nowhere to 
nowhere. These specific crimes are each committed against huge 
percentages of the female population at any given time. Rape, for 
instance, consists not only of police-blotter rape but also marital 
rape, incestuous abuse of girls, any sex that is coerced. Battery is 
estimated to have happened to 50 percent of married women in the 
United States alone. All housewives are economically exploited; all 
working women are. Reproductive exploitation includes forced 
pregnancy and forced sterilization. There are few female lives not 
touched by one, two, or three of these crimes and significantly 
determined by all of them. At the heart of the female condition is 
pornography: it is the ideology that is the source of all the rest; it 
truly defines what women are in this system—and how women are 
treated issues from what women are. Pornography is not a meta- 
phor for what women are; it is what women are in theory and in 
practice. Prostitution is the outer wall, symbolically the mirror re- 
flection of the pornography, metaphorically built out of brick, con- 
crete, stone, to keep women in—in the sex class. Prostitution is the 
all-encompassing condition, the body trapped in barter, the body 
imprisoned as commodity. With respect to the circle of crimes— 
rape, battery, reproductive exploitation, economic exploitation— 
the crimes can be placed anywhere in the circle in any order. They 
are the crimes of the sex-class system against women; they are the 
crimes that keep women women in an immovable system of sex 
hierarchy. They are crimes committed against women as women. 
Economic exploitation is a specific of women’s condition; it is not a 
sex-neutral political category into which the experience of women 
sometimes falls. Women are segregated in job ghettos as women; 
the lower pay of women is systematic; the sale of sex is a funda- 
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mental dimension of economic exploitation, whether in prostitu- 
tion, marriage, or in the marketplace; when women move in large 
numbers into high-status jobs (male jobs), the jobs lose status (be- 
come female jobs); doing the same or comparable jobs as men, 
women get paid less. Economic exploitation is a key crime against 
women but it is not the same economic exploitation that men expe- 
rience. The construction of causality among the crimes or even the 
establishment of sequentiality (in which order the crimes appeared 
in history or prehistory) is ultimately irrelevant. It does not matter 
whether rape came first and caused the systematic economic degra- 
dation of women, or whether economic exploitation created condi- 
tions in which the production of children got the value it now has, 
or whether men batter because of jealousy over women’s reproduc- 
tive capacity, or whether the etiology of rape is in the superior 
physical strength of men to women discovered in acts of battery 
that later became sanctioned and systematic. One can follow the 
circle around in either direction (see drawing 2) and construct mar- 
velous theories of causality or sequentiality, most of which are 
plausible and interesting; and one can try to prioritize the political 
importance of the crimes. But what must matter now is the con- 
dition of women now: these crimes are now its features, its charac- 
teristic events, its experiential absolutes, its inescapable attacks on 
women as women. These crimes are real, systematic, and define 
the condition of women. The relationships between them do not 
matter so much as the fact that they are facts: equal, essential, 
basic facts. Seen in this light, prohibition against lesbianism, for 
instance, is not the same kind of equal, essential, basic fact, nor is 
lesbianism an obvious or sure road to freedom. Lesbianism is a 
transgression of rules, an affront; but its prohibition is not a basic 
constituent part of sex oppression and its expression does not sub- 
stantively breach or transform sex oppression. There is no state of 
being or act of will, including lesbianism, that changes the circle: 
there is no state of being or act of will that protects a woman from 
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the basic crimes against women as women or puts any woman out- 
side the possibility of suffering these crimes. Great wealth does not 
put a woman outside the circle of crimes; neither does racial su- 
premacy in a racist social system or a good job or a terrific hetero- 
sexual relationship with a wonderful man or the most liberated (by 
any standard) sex life or living with women in a commune in a 
pasture. The circle of crimes is also not changed by how one feels 
about it. One can decide to ignore it or one can decide it does not 
apply for any number of reasons, emotional, intellectual, or practi- 
cal: nevertheless it is there and it applies. 

Going back to the whole model—the circle, the pornography at 
the center of it, the all-encompassing wall of prostitution that cir- 
cumscribes it—it does not matter whether prostitution is perceived 
as the surface condition, with pornography hidden in the deepest 
recesses of the psyche; or whether pornography is perceived as the 
surface condition, with prostitution being its wider, more im- 
portant, hidden base, the largely unacknowledged sexual-economic 
necessity of women. (See drawings 3 and 4.) Each has to be under- 
stood as intrinsically part of the condition of women—pornogra- 
phy being what women are, prostitution being what women do, 
the circle of crimes being what women are for. Rape, battery, eco- 
nomic exploitation, and reproductive exploitation require pornogra- 
phy as female metaphysics so as to be virtually self-justifying, 
virtually invisible abuses; and they also require the wall of prostitu- 
tion confining women (meaning that whatever women do is within 
the bounds of prostitution) so that women are always and abso- 
lutely accessible. The heart of pornography and the wall of pros- 
titution mirror each other in that both are meant to mean—and 
concretely do mean in the male system—that women deserve the 
crimes that define their condition, that those crimes are responses 
to what women are and what women do, that the crimes com- 
mitted against women define the condition of women correctly—in 
accordance with what women are and what women do. 
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The meaning of this description of what women’s subordination 
is, how women are kept subordinate, how that subordination is 
acted out on women systematically, is simple for feminists: break- 
ing the circle up, breaking down the wall, annihilating the system’s 
heart, are what we must do. The meaning for antifeminists is also 
simple: whatever strengthens or vitalizes any aspect of the model is 
of great practical value in keeping women subordinate. Antifemi- 
nists can disagree strategically (for instance, on whether pornogra- 
phy should be public or private) without disagreeing in principle on 
what is necessary to keep women encapsulated in subjection (the 
use of pornography, its cultural and psychic centrality whether it is 
public or private, the use of women as pornography in public and 
in private). But one cannot be a feminist and support any element 
in this model: there are no exceptions—not civil liberties lawyers 
or liberals or sympathetic men or so-called feminists who indulge 
in using the label but evading the substance. Antifeminist politics 
come in many guises, but a vivid memory of what the condition of 
women is—what crimes articulate it, what is at its heart, what is 
the impenetrable boundary beyond which women do not pass— 
provides a standard for discerning antifeminism in any political 
stance. No one can defend or give aid and comfort to that which 
keeps women subordinate and at the same time claim to be acting 
in behalf of women’s liberation: feminism is not a lifestyle or an 
attitude or a feeling of vague sympathy with women or an assertion 
of modernity. Antifeminism saturates the political spectrum from 
Right to Left, liberal to conservative, reactionary to progressive. 
Antifeminism is resistance to the liberation of women from the sex- 
class system, that resistance expressed in constructing political de- 
fenses of the constituent parts of sex oppression. This antifeminism 
is a vital part of programs, values, ideologies, philosophies, argu- 
ments, actions, economic, sexual, and social manipulations that are 
the substance of most political discourse and organizing. Antifemi- 
nism is a potent expression of reaction, backlash, and suppression; 
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it is protean; it is easy, popular, and always fashionable in one 
form or another. 

Antifeminism is also operating whenever any political group is 
ready to sacrifice one group of women, one faction, some women, 
some kinds of women, to any element of sex-class oppression: to 
pornography, to rape, to battery, to economic exploitation, to re- 
productive exploitation, to prostitution. There are women all along 
the male-defined political spectrum, including on both extreme 
ends of it, ready to sacrifice some women, usually not themselves, 
to the brothels or to the farms. The sacrifice is profoundly anti- 
feminist; it is also profoundly immoral. Men mostly accept the dis- 
position of women under the sex-class system and they mostly 
accept the crimes committed against women: but sometimes the 
status of women is addressed, those crimes are addressed, in politi- 
cal discourse. Whenever some women are doctrinally delivered to 
sex exploitation, the political stance is corrupt. Virtually all ide- 
ologies are implicitly antifeminist in that women are sacrificed to 
higher goals: the higher goal of reproduction; the higher goal of 
pleasure; the higher goal of a freedom antipathetic to the freedom 
of women; the higher goal of better conditions for workers not 
women; the higher goal of a new order that keeps the sex exploita- 
tion of women essentially intact; the higher goal of an old order 
that considers the sex exploitation of women a sign of social sta- 
bility (woman’s in her place, all’s right with the world). Some 
women are sacrificed to a function—fucking, reproducing, house- 
cleaning, and so on. A political promise is made, and kept, that 
some women will do some things so that all women must not do all 
things. Women accept the sacrifice of other women to that which 
they find repugnant: a seduction of antifeminism that outdoes wor- 
ship of female good in getting female adherents because it is more 
practical. Men all along the political spectrum manipulate this se- 
duction with great skill. Some women are sacrificed by race or 
class: kept doing some kinds of work that other women will then 
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not have to do. Supporting the use of some women in any area of 
sex exploitation is the willful sacrifice of women on an altar of sex 
abuse and it is a political repudiation of the sex-class consciousness 
basic to feminism: it is—whoever does it—antifeminism. And then 
there is the psychological use of the same reactionary strategy: some 
women, of course, like being . . . (beaten, raped, exploited, bought 
and sold, forced to have sex, forced to have children). Antifemi- 
nism is also a form of psychological warfare, and of course some 
women do like . . . Women intend to save themselves when sacri- 
ficing some women, but only the freedom of all women protects any 
woman. This is practical and true because of the nature of sex 
oppression. Men, who use power against women in sex exploita- 
tion, know that it is practical and true: which is why it is a funda- 
mental strategy of antifeminism to encourage the sacrifice of some 
women by all women. 


* 


Now look at the world as right-wing women see it. They live in 
the same world as all women: a world of sex segregation and sex 
hierarchy; a world defined by the crimes of rape, battery, eco- 
nomic and reproductive exploitation; a world circumscribed by 
prostitution; a world in which they too are pornography. They see 
the system of sex oppression—about which they are not stupid—as 
closed and unalterable. It is unchangeable to them, whether they 
take as their authority God or man. If sex oppression is real, abso- 
lute, unchanging, inevitable, then the views of right-wing women 
are more logical than not. Marriage is supposed to protect them 
from rape; being kept at home is supposed to protect them from 
the castelike economic exploitation of the marketplace; reproduc- 
tion gives them what value and respect they have and so they must 
increase the value of reproduction even if it means increasing their 
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own vulnerability to reproductive exploitation (especially forced 
pregnancy); religious marriage—traditional, correct, law-abiding 
marriage—is supposed to protect against battery, since the wife is 
supposed to be cherished and respected. The flaws in the logic are 
simple: the home is the most dangerous place for a woman to be, 
the place she is most likely to be murdered, raped, beaten, cer- 
tainly the place where she is robbed of the value of her labor. What 
right-wing women do to survive the sex-class system does not 
mean that they will survive it: if they get killed, it will most likely 
be at the hands of their husbands; if they get raped, the rapists will 
most likely be their husbands or men who are friends or acquain- 
tances; if they get beaten, the batterer will most likely be their 
husbands—perhaps 25 percent of those who are beaten will be 
beaten during pregnancy; if they do not have any money of their 
own, they are more vulnerable to abuse from their husbands, less 
able to escape, less able to protect their children from incestuous 
assault; if abortion becomes illegal, they will still have abortions 
and they are likely to die or be maimed in great numbers;* if they 
get addicted to drugs, it will most likely be to prescription drugs 
prescribed by the family doctor to keep the family intact; if they 
get poor—through being abandoned by their husbands or through 
old age—they are likely to be discarded, their usefulness being 
over. And right-wing women are still pornography (as Marabel 


*Before 1973, both abortion and contraception were mostly illegal. Per- 
haps two thirds of women aborting were married (in one good study 75 
percent were married) and most had children, as far as can be discerned 
from the scanty evidence. With legal abortion and legal contraception, 
about three quarters of the women seem to be single. As many people 
suggest, women no longer feel compelled to marry on becoming pregnant, 
which accounts in part for the demographic change. But J think that the 
availability of contraceptives in conjunction with abortion is mainly re- 
sponsible for the lower percentage of married women among those abort- 
ing. I suspect that married women use contraceptives with more precision 
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Morgan recognized in The Total Woman) just like other women 
whom they despise; and what they do—just like other women—is 
barter. They too live inside the wall of prostitution no matter how 
they see themselves. 

More than anything else, it is antifeminism that convinces right- 
wing women that the system of sex segregation and sex hierarchy 
is immovable, unbreachable, and inevitable—and therefore that 
the logic of their world view is more substantive and compelling 
than any analysis, however accurate, of its flaws. It is not the anti- 
feminism of the Right specifically that keeps the allegiance of these 
women: it is the antifeminism that saturates political discourse all 
along the political spectrum, the antifeminism that permeates vir- 
tually all political philosophies, programs, and parties. Antifemi- 
nism is not a form of political reaction and suppression confined to 
the far Right. If it were, women would have compelling reason for 
moving away from the far Right toward philosophies, programs, 
and parties not fundamentally antifeminist; women would also 
have good reason to see sex-class oppression as transformable, not 
absolute and eternal. It is the pervasiveness of antifeminism, its 
ubiquity, that establishes for women that they have no way out of 
the sex-class system. The antifeminism of Left, Right, and center 
fixes the power of the Right over women—gives the huge majority 
of women over to the Right—over to social conservatism, eco- 


and consistency than do single women—certainly than do the teenagers 
who characteristically do not use contraceptives at all and who skew the 
percentages toward single women. If the Human Life Amendment or Stat- 
ute passes, or any similar legislation, both the intrauterine device and the 
low-dosage birth control pill will become illegal. They will be considered 
abortifacients because they are known to stop the fertilized egg from im- 
planting in the uterine wall, thereby “killing” it. If effective contraception 
is once again unavailable—so that both contraception and abortion are in- 
accessible—I suspect the percentage of married women having abortions 
will once again skyrocket. 
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nomic conservatism, religious conservatism, over to conforming to 
the dictates of authority and power, over to sexual compliance, 
over to obedience—because as long as the sex-class system is in- 
tact, huge numbers of women will believe that the Right offers 
them the best deal: the highest reproductive value; the best protec- 
tion against sexual aggression; the best economic security as the 
economic dependents of men who must provide; the most reliable 
protection against battery; the most respect. Left and centrist phi- 
losophies, programs, and parties tend to vicious condescension 
with respect to women’s rights; they lie, and right-wing women are 
quite brilliant at discerning the hypocrisy of liberal support for 
women’s rights. Right-wing women do not buy the partial truths 
and cynical lies that constitute the positions of various liberal and 
so-called radical groups on women’s rights. They see antifeminism, 
though they call it simple hypocrisy. They are outraged by it. 
What is it that right-wing women see, then, when they look at 
feminists? The Right, Left, and center have firm bases of power in 
that they all come out of and serve and are led by the top class in 
the sex-class system: men. They are all profoundly opposed to the 
destruction of the sex-class system. Feminists want to destroy the 
sex-class system but feminists come out of and serve and are led by 
the bottom class in the sex-class system: women. The feminism of 
women cannot match the power, the resources, the potency of the 
antifeminism of the whole male political spectrum. Looking for a 
way out of the sex-class system, a way beyond the boundary of 
prostitution, a way around the crimes of rape, battery, economic 
exploitation, and reproductive exploitation, a way out of being por- 
nography, right-wing women look at feminists and they see women: 
inside the same boundary, victims of the same crimes, women who 
are pornography. Their response to what they see is not a sense of 
sisterhood or solidarity—it is a self-protective sense of repulsion. 
The powerless are not quick to put their faith in the powerless. 
The powerless need the powerful, especially in sex oppression be- 
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cause it is inescapable, everywhere: there are no free zones, free 
countries, underground railways away from it. Because feminism 
is a movement for liberation of the powerless by the powerless in a 
closed system based on their powerlessness, right-wing women 
judge it a futile movement. Frequently they also judge it a mali- 
cious movement in that it jeopardizes the bargains with power that 
they can make; feminism calls into question for the men confronted 
by it the sincerity of women who conform without political resis- 
tance. Since antifeminism is based in power (the sex-class power of 
men along the whole political spectrum) and feminism is based in 
powerlessness, antifeminism effectively turns feminism into a polit- 
ical dead end. It is the antifeminism of Right, Left, center, and all 
variations thereof, that makes the situation of women hopeless: 
there is no hope of escape, no hope of freedom, no hope for an end 
to sex oppression, because all power-based political parties, pro- 
grams, and philosophies abhor the liberation of women as a basis of 
action, as a real goal, even as an idea. Being doomed by a reaction- 
ary political stance to social subordination is not the same as being 
doomed by God or nature to metaphysical inferiority—a crucial 
point—but it is still real rough. The defenses of sex exploitation 
are simply too consistent, too strong, too intensely felt, all along 
the political spectrum of power-based discourse and organizing to 
be ignored by women who recognize that they are women, not 
persons, as right-wing women do. Simply put, the Right will con- 
tinue to have the allegiance of most women who see how real the 
sex-class system is, how intransigent it is, as long as antifeminism 
is the heartfelt stance of those with other political views, whatever 
the views. Those optimistic women who think the antifeminism of 
the Left or center is somehow more humane than the antifeminism 
of the Right will ally themselves as persons with whatever groups 
or ideologies best reflect their own social or human ideals. They 
will find without exception that the antifeminism they ignore is a 
trenchant political defense of the woman hating they are victimized 
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by. Right-wing women, who are less queasy in facing the absolute 
nature of male power over women, will not be swayed by the poli- 
tics of women who practice selective blindness with regard to male 
power. Right-wing women are sure that the selective blindness of 
liberals and leftists especially contributes to more violence, more 
humiliation, more exploitation for women, often in the name of 
humanism and freedom (which is why both words are dirty words 
to them). 

Facing the true nature of the sex-class system means ultimately 
that one must destroy that system or accommodate to it. Facing the 
true nature of male power over women also means that one must 
destroy that power or accommodate to it. Feminists, from a base of 
powerlessness, want to destroy that power; right-wing women, 
from a base of powerlessness, the same base, accommodate to that 
power because quite simply they see no way out from under. 
Those with power will not help; those who are powerless like 
themselves arguably cannot. Feminists, after the defeat of previous 
movements throughout history and facing some kind of disintegra- 
tion again (with the defeat of the Equal Rights Amendment in the 
United States, the possible enactment of the Family Protection 
Act, the Human Life Amendment or Statute, and other social, 
political, and legal initiatives promoting female subordination *), 
have to face the real questions. Can a political movement rooted in 
a closed system of subordination—with no political support among 
power-based political movements—break that closed system apart? 
Or will the antifeminism of those whose politics are rooted in sex- 
class power and privilege always destroy movements for the libera- 
tion of women? Is there a way to subvert the antifeminism of 
power-based political programs or parties—or is the pleasure and 
profit in the subordination of women simply too overwhelming, 


*Feminists all over the world report similar backlash, 
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too great, too marvelous, to allow for anything but the political 
defense of that subordination (antifeminism)? Will it take a hun- 
dred fists, a thousand fists, a million fists, pushed through that 
circle of crime to destroy it, or are right-wing women essentially 
right that it is indestructible? Can the wall of prostitution be 
scaled? Can what is at the heart of sex oppression—the use of 
women as pornography, pornography as what women are—be 
stopped? If antifeminism triumphs over the liberation movement of 
women—now, again, always—whoever has political power or rep- 
resents social order or exercises authoritarian rule—whatever they 
are called, whatever they call their political line—has women for 
good; the Right, broadly construed, has women for good. Stasis 
and cruelty will have triumphed over freedom. The freedom of 
women from sex oppression either matters or it does not; it is ei- 
ther essential or it is not. Decide one more time. 


